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or agent of the plaintiff at his request (u), or with
his knowledge or consent (#), has induced the
defendant to make the statement complained of,
such statement is privileged. If, however, the
defendant first made unprivileged statements con-
cerning the plaintiff which led the latter to seek
for an explanation from the defendant, such ex-
planation will not be privileged (y}.

The privilege noticed above has also been held
to apply to any statement which is necessary to
protect the interests of a principal (z] or client (a),
and the fact that such statement is unauthorized
will not destroy the privilege (6).

All privilege will, however, be lost if the state-
ment is too widely published (c), or is unneces-
sarily strong (d); if, for example, the defendant
has been attacked by the plaintiff in an obscure
local paper and retaliates in a leading London
paper, or the retaliation goes beyond what is actu-
ally necessary in order to protect the plaintiff's

(tt)  Weatherston v. flatoiww (1786), 1 T. E. 110.

(0) Smith v. Wood (1813), 3 Camp. 323; Hopwood v. Thorn
(1850), 8 C. B. 293; 19 L. J. C. P. 94; Whiteley v. Adams
(1863), 15 C. B. N. S. 392; 33 L. J. C. P. 89.

(y} Smith v. Matthews (1831), 1 Moo. & Kob. 151.

(z) Hargrave v. Le Breton (1769), 4 Burr. 2422.

(a) Steward v. Young (1870), L. E. 5 C. P. 122; 39 L. J.
C. P. 85.

(6)  Watson v. Eeynolds (1826), Moo. & Mai. 1.

(c)  Jones v. Williams (1885), 1 Times L. E. 572.

(d)  CooJce v. Wildes (1855), 5 E. & B. 328;  24 L. J. Q. B.
367; Huntley v. Ward (1859), 1 F. & F. 552;  6 C. B. N. S.
514.